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ASSESSMENT TOOLS

The current drought is categorized as an agricultural drought.

The Missouri Drought Plan relies on accurate assessments utilizing
indicators such as the Palmer Drought Severity Index and the Crop
Moisture Index.
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The Palmer Index, the single-most widely used indicator, measures i
the departure of water supply (in terms of precipitation and stored
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Additional assessment tools include the weekly U.S. Drought <D o NO ype- B Impaci)
Monitor, county precipitation maps that indicate departure from
the norm and the department's monthly rainfall maps.
Supplemental factors include water demand versus supplies : CROP MOISTURE MAP
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available, reductions in stream flow, declining reservoir levels, AUGUST 6, 2005
precipitation deficits, falling water levels in wells and soil moisture.

While the inability to make reliable long-term weather forecasts
prevents the accurate predicting of the onset or end of drought,
responsible use of a combination of techniques and tools can
provide a means by which planners can gauge the severity of
drought, and respond to the problem at hand.
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